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ABSTRACT 
As an environment, the modern university setting is diverse and subjects students to numerous 
challenges and opportunities that prepare them to enter careers, build families, and grow as 
individuals. Yet what a student experiences in college differs greatly and is shaped by internal 
and external factors in their environment, including campus participation, college self-efficacy, 
depression and stress. Prior research indicates the influence of family on how a student expresses 
each of these variables (Schmidtgall, King, Zarski & Cooper, 2000; Bradbury & Mather, 2009; 
Hannum & Dvorak, 2004; Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez et al, 2001; Shaver & Mikulincer, 
2006). However, there is one area of the family that has been scarcely studied in terms of campus 
experience influence: family communication patterns (FCPs). The present study sought to 
investigate this connection. Utilizing a survey-based design, 253 student participants were asked 
questions to identify the amount of conversation and conformity orientation present in their 
family unit, as well as levels of campus participation, college self-efficacy, depression and stress. 
Results indicated that conversation orientation is positively correlated with campus participation, 
while conformity orientation is positively correlated in all but one aspect of campus 
participation: time spent on campus. Conversation orientation also led to higher feelings of 
college self-efficacy and lower feelings of stress and depression in students. While negative as 
predicted, conformity orientation had no significant correlations with college self-efficacy, stress 
or depression. The current study suggests that family communication style do indeed influence 
multiple areas of a student’s college experience, though conversation-oriented communication 
has a greater positive influence than the negative influence of conformity orientation. Having a 
 iii 
positive and communicative family environment allows students to get involved, lowers their 
risk of experiencing mental issues, and equips them to feel confident in their environment. 
However, the obedience and uniformity found in conformity orientation families instills structure 
in a student, which may help them avoid distractions and stay focused on schoolwork (Koerner 
& Fitzpatrick, 1997). 
 
 iv 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I would like to thank all of the individuals who have led me to this point in my life.  
First, I want to thank my thesis chair, Dr. Harry Weger for all of his guidance, wisdom, and 
support these past three semesters. I couldn’t have asked for a better person to help me 
complete my first thesis! I would also like to thank Dr. Jim McCafferty, my major coordinator, 
for reaching out to me about Honors in the Major. Without you, I never would’ve known 
that this was an option for me.  
 
I would also like to thank my parents and grandparents for their help along the way. You 
all set an example in unconditional, unceasing love. I hope to harbor the same love for my own 
children someday and raise them as successfully as you have done with Clayton and me.
 v 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION……………..…………………………………………………..1 
Campus Participation .................................................................................................................. 2 
College Self-Efficacy .................................................................................................................. 4 
Depression in College Students .................................................................................................. 6 
Stress in College Students ........................................................................................................... 8 
Impact of Family on College Students...................................................................................... 10 
Family Communication Patterns............................................................................................... 10 
Hypotheses ................................................................................................................................ 13 
CHAPTER 2: METHODS ............................................................................................................ 17 
Participants and Procedures ...................................................................................................... 17 
Measures ................................................................................................................................... 18 
Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................ 21 
CHAPTER 3: RESULTS .............................................................................................................. 22 
CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION ........................................................................................................ 26 
The Impact of Family Communication Styles on College-Aged Children............................... 26 
Limitations ................................................................................................................................ 28 
Future Research ........................................................................................................................ 29 
 vi 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................ 29 
APPENDIX A: FIGURES AND TABLES .................................................................................. 32 
APPENDIX B: REVISED FAMILY COMMUNICATION PATTERN INSTRUMENT .......... 34 
APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHICS/CAMPUS PARTICIPATION SCALE ............................... 37 
APPENDIX D: COLLEGE SELF-EFFICACY INVENTORY ................................................... 41 
APPENDIX E: PERCIEVED STRESS-SCALE .......................................................................... 45 
APPENDIX F: CENTER FOR EPIDEMIOLOGIC STUDIES DEPRESSION SCALE ............ 48 
APPENDIX G: IRB OUTCOME LETTER ................................................................................. 51 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 vii 
 
 
 
 
 1 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
In modern society, more and more young adults choose to enter college after completing 
their high school careers. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, total 
undergraduate enrollment saw a 30 percent increase of 13.2 million students in 2000, to 17.0 
million in 2015 (2017). While in college, students are both subject to and choose to engage in a 
wide variety of activities, including athletic events, theater and fine arts programs, student clubs 
and organizations, undergraduate research, and internships/practicums. These situations test self-
efficacy, which is “an individual’s belief in his or her ability to carry out an action to reach the 
desired goal” (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006, p. 228).  These unfamiliar situations can also 
lead students to experience and overcome psychological issues like stress or depressive 
symptoms. While not the only ones, these four factors (campus participation, college self-
efficacy, stress and depression) have all shaped my experience at the University of Central 
Florida (UCF). My inspiration to study the connection between these factors and family 
communication patterns (FCP) stems from belonging to parents who grew up in families of 
different patterns. These patterns blended into their personalities and parenting styles, offering 
my brother and I a mix of conformity-oriented structure and conversation-oriented 
communication. This thesis aims to explore how differing family communication styles influence 
a child in college, just like mine did. 
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Campus Participation 
 
Students may enter college with the mindset to graduate and find their ideal career. 
However, they soon see that college is much more than a realm of academia. It is a community. 
Merriam-Webster defines community as “an interacting population of various kinds of 
individuals (such as species) in a common location” (2017). Outside of the classroom, students 
engage in activities meant to enrich the collective pursuit of scholastic success. These include 
joining intramural sports teams, clubs, watching athletic competitions, and attending campus 
events; among others. Another way to view the collegiate environment is via the six dimensions 
of the campus community: educationally purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring and 
celebrative (Carnegie Foundation, 1990). As explained by the Carnegie study, a rich campus 
community contains each of these dimensions/characteristics; and as a result, the chance for 
students to identify with them. In one study, an inclusive campus environment also facilitated 
adjustment to college life for first-generation students (Bradbury & Mather, 2009).  
The decision to be involved can also have many positive impacts on a student. Research 
has shown that involvement on campus contributes to an overall greater sense of community in 
the student (McAuliff, Williams & Ferrari, 2013). There are also psychological impacts of 
participation, including lower feelings of loneliness and stress for students who participated in 
campus recreational sports (Elkins, Forrester & Noel-Elkins, 2011). A United Kingdom-based 
study by Parker, Ansari and Lovell also found that exercise was related to perceived benefits of 
psychological outlook and preventative health in non-exercising female university students 
(2010). These findings suggest that physically-active involvement, in particular, can provide 
psychological benefits for students. Participation also helps to develop positive college self-
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efficacy beliefs, which are constructs that determine how effective a student is at thriving in their 
campus community (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006). Additionally, campus involvement aids 
in the development of social justice attitudes in students (McAuliff, Williams & Ferrari, 2013). 
Participation in school activities also contributes to student academic success (Bradbury & 
Mather, 2009). Beyond mere involvement effects, researcher Daniel Elkins found that the type of 
activity a student was involved in impacted how strongly they connected to six identified factors 
of the campus community (Teaching and Learning, Residential Experience, Diversity and 
Acceptance, History and Tradition, Loneliness and Stress, and Socialization Across 
Backgrounds) (2011). For instance, collegiate athletes felt a higher sense of the History and 
Tradition dimension, whereas students in conferences, workshops, and fine arts identified more 
with the Teaching and Learning dimension (Elkins, Forrester & Noel-Elkins, 2011). 
What determines whether or not a student gets involved on campus? Research has shown 
that one cause for a student to participate is the presence of higher social self-efficacy (Gore, 
Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006). A sub-area of self-efficacy, social self-efficacy is defined as “an 
individual’s confidence in her/his ability to engage in the social interactional tasks necessary to 
initiate and maintain interpersonal relationships” (Smith & Betz, 2000, p. 286). Students who 
view themselves as more competent in meeting others may be more likely and willing to engage 
in socially-orientated events, including sports and campus activities. In another study, academic 
self-efficacy and institutional commitment were found to predict involvement in sophomore 
students (Wang & Kennedy-Phillips, 2013). In this case, institutional commitment was a higher 
predictor of student success than academic self-efficacy, asserting that “it is students’ 
commitment to the institution (sense of belonging, satisfaction, etc.) that seems to encourage 
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them to engage in academically related interaction” (Wang & Kennedy-Phillips, 2013, p. 545). 
The same study also found a link between living on campus and higher involvement. A potential 
explanation for this finding is that closer access to campus activities and resources leads to 
greater participation, unlike students who must commute to school. However, this is only a 
theoretical assumption and should be tested in future studies for validity. 
College Self-Efficacy 
 
In the college environment, students are frequently tested in their abilities to perform 
certain tasks: for example, making new friends, cooking without parental assistance, and seeking 
academic help. Behind a student’s collegiate success is the psychological construct called self-
efficacy. As previously defined, self-efficacy is “an individual’s belief in his or her ability to 
carry out an action to reach a desired goal” (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006, p. 228). The 
likelihood of someone completing an action can depend on their perceived self-efficacy. In other 
words, a person is less likely to strive for something if they see it as ‘unattainable’ or ‘out of their 
skill set.’  
For this study, one specific type of self-efficacy will be examined: college self-efficacy. 
This term describes one’s effectiveness in reaching goals specific to the college environment. 
College self-efficacy is especially important because it can influence academic goals and 
behaviors, involvement decisions, and other factors (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006). But what 
determines a student’s college self-efficacy? One answer lies in the student’s family of origin. 
Research has shown that first-generation students (i.e. the first person in the family to attend 
college) have less college self-efficacy; including little knowledge of the financial aid process 
and academic environment (Bradbury & Mather, 2009). Parent social support has also been 
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linked to higher student grade point averages (GPAs) (Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline & 
Russell, 1994).  
Research has spliced college self-efficacy into three subcategories: academic, social and 
roommate self-efficacy (Solberg, O’Brien, Villareal, Kennel & Davis, 1993). Academic self-
efficacy is perceived effectiveness in academic tasks (i.e. seeking professor assistance, 
completing assignments, pursuing research). Having a high level of this construct can affect 
positive higher education decisions (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2006). Aside from family, 
academic self-efficacy can be impacted by roommate conflict, as well as stress (Bentley, 1982; 
Erb & Short, 2012). The next subcategory of college self-efficacy is social self-efficacy, or how 
effective a student is in social situations (i.e. making friends, going to campus events, joining 
Greek life or clubs, etc.). This construct has been positively linked to academic performance in 
students (Ferrari, Parker & Ware, 1992). Additionally, social self-efficacy can assist students in 
making career-related decisions (Felsman & Blustein, 1999). A potential influencer of social 
self-efficacy development is living on campus (Bradbury & Mather, 2009). One explanation for 
this is that on-campus students have closer access to campus resources, unlike commuter 
students who live with their parents or in off-campus housing. The final subcategory of college 
self-efficacy is roommate self-efficacy, which describes how effective a student is at co-existing 
with their roommate. For many students, their first experience of living with non-family occurs 
in college (Erb, 2014). Having roommate self-efficacy can assist a student in communicating 
with their roommate and resolving daily conflicts. Without this construct, students can 
experience “higher levels of anxiety, lower life satisfaction, worse academic adjustment to 
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college, worse social functioning in college, and less feelings of attachment to one’s college.” 
(Erb, 2014, p. 7).  
 
Depression in College Students 
 
    For some students, the initial transition from home to college can be fraught with 
emotional instability. One major example of this is experiencing depression, which can be 
externalized in multiple ways. As described by Oliver Oyama, depression can be a temporary 
mood, emotional display of sadness, or actual, diagnosed disorder. Oyama explained that--
depending on severity--clinical depression can impact one’s functioning in a variety of ways, 
including health, social, and mental functioning (2017).  
    The turbulent life of a college student puts them especially at-risk for experiencing 
depression. The National Institute of Mental Health, for instance, found that 10.3 percent of US 
adults aged 18-25 (which is the range most students fall in) had experienced at least one major 
depressive episode (n.d.). This finding is mirrored in the 2016 National College Health 
Assessment (NCHA), which is conducted yearly by the American College Health Association 
(ACHA) to examine overall mental health status in the college population. The assessment found 
that 15.6 percent of surveyed students reported as being treated/diagnosed by a professional for 
depression (2017). Even more alarming, 39.1 percent of surveyed students in the 2016 NCHA 
answered they had “felt so depressed it was difficult to function” at one point during the previous 
12 months (p. 14).   
Due to the devastating impacts of depression on college students, it is important to 
identify what sources contribute to these symptoms. One source, for example, could be the 
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experience of entering college itself, and the many stressors and life changes that accompany it. 
The National Institute of Mental Health lists significant life changes, stress or trauma as risk 
factors for depression (n.d.). In a survey of 149 students, Robert Oswalt found that other sources 
of depression were issues in relationships, course grades, and social adjustment (1995). 
Respondents’ depression was also fleeting, lasting less than a month (Oswalt & Finkelberg, 
1995). Research has found that roommate conflict and higher levels of criticism also contributes 
to depressive feelings in students (Erb & Short, 2012). Finally, emotional support and other 
conditions in the family unit can play a significant role in college student depression. In a study 
by Tracy Desjardins, less emotional support predicted symptoms of both depression and anxiety 
in students (2017). One explanation of this is the potential buffering effect of emotional support 
against depression (Levens, Elrahal & Sagui, 2016). If a student perceives less emotional 
support, they may be more susceptible to experiencing depression. Moreover, Levens found that 
emotional support buffered depression only when student stress reactivity was lower (2016). The 
study explained that high-stress reactivity leads to an inability to seek emotional support, even 
when it is freely offered. Finally, another family-related cause of depression is conflict. Higher 
levels of parental conflict predicted not only depression in children, but distress, insecurity, and 
feelings of rejection (Ellis, 2000; Schmidtgall, King, Zarski & Cooper, 2000).   
    Depression can have several impacts on college students. In the 2016 NCHA, 16.4 
percent of students indicated that depression had a negative impact on their academic 
performance (defined as a decline in assignment/course grades, failure to complete a class or a 
stalling of research/other studies) (2017). In another study, depressed students received lower 
grades and felt less grade-satisfaction than their non-depressed counterparts; less success in 
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friendship endeavors; and less confidence in pursuing post-secondary education (Vredenburg, 
O’Brien & Krames, 1988). Depression is also linked to lower adjustment in children (Nelson, 
1993; Vredenburg, O’Brien & Krames, 1988). Finally, research has attributed high depression 
and low self-esteem to feelings of body dissatisfaction in Korean female college students (Lim & 
You, 2017).  
Stress in College Students 
 
Just like depression, stress is a common psychological condition that can be brought on 
by the collegiate environment. As a phenomenon, stress can result from external pressure; be a 
reaction to “noxious or aversive stimuli”; or an ongoing interplay between a person and their 
environment (i.e. demands and resources) (Butler, 1993, p.1). This suggests that stress is 
acquired and experienced in a variety of ways. Connecting to the college environment, it is 
reasonable to believe that a student has the potential to experience each of these stress definitions 
at some point. High course loads and other obligations can add external pressure; relationship 
issues can be aversive stimuli; and a student continuously struggling to pay rent or having to take 
out college loans can lead to a demands/resources conflict. 
The 2016 NCHA found that 37.7 percent of college males and 46.0 percent of college 
females experienced “more than average stress” in the past 12 months (p. 16). Not only does this 
statistic indicate the vulnerability of students to stress, but also that females appear to be at a 
higher risk. One study found that female Turkish university students had significantly higher 
stress scores than males (Bayram & Bilgel, 2008). This is because women are more expressive 
than men, as research has indicated (Chentsova-Dutton & Tsai, 2007; Deng et al, 2016; Kring & 
Gordon, 1998). Research has classified women as externalizers, and men as internalizers of 
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emotion (Kring & Gordon, 1998). Aside from gender and other biological predispositions, 
however, college students experience stress due to multiple sources.  
In a study of residence hall students by Lauri Dusselier, half of the respondents indicated 
academics as a source of stress. This includes tests, classes, homework or exams, among other 
academic sources (2005). Another study found similar results: the top five reported stressors for 
students were “academic workload, too many tests, difficult courses, exam grades, and lecturer 
characteristics” (Ong & Cheong, 2009, p. 1279). In another study, students in social and political 
science majors had higher stress than those in basic sciences, engineering or medicine (Bayram 
& Bilgel, 2008). This suggests that choice of major can also be an academic source of stress. 
There are other sources of stress outside the academic realm: for instance, roommate conflicts 
(Bradbury & Mather, 2009; Dusselier et al, 2005). Other sources identified by research include 
alcohol, sleep issues, conflict with faculty and/or staff, and worries over friends/family 
(Dusselier et al, 2005). 
While stress can have many sources, its impact is partly determined by how a student 
chooses to resolve it. The use of unhealthy coping methods (drugs and alcohol, stress avoidance, 
anger) can further negatively impact students, such as getting lower grades in class (Bentley, 
1982). One study examined the impact of three coping strategies on students: primary control 
coping, secondary control coping, and disengagement coping (Coiro, Bettis & Compas, 2017). 
Engagement coping strategies (primary and secondary control) are based on stressor reactance; 
disengagement coping strategies on stressor avoidance (Connor-Smith et al, 2000). Specifically, 
primary control coping strategies include “problem solving and emotional regulation” (Connor-
Smith et al, 2000, p. 977).  Secondary control coping strategies, on the other hand, are more 
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adaptive in nature. This means that a person will accept/accommodate stressors, rather than 
trying to change them. In Coiro’s study, greater use of disengagement coping strategies lead to 
higher stress levels (2017). In return, higher stress increased depression, anxiety and 
somatization symptoms. This is just one example of how coping style impacts stress impact. By 
using confrontational, direct coping strategies, students are able to overcome the daily stressors 
of college life and prevent the effects of them later on. Indirect strategies, however, can 
perpetuate and worsen the stress students feel.  
Influence of Family on College Students 
 
Each of the previous variables, as explained, have high influence on campus experience. 
Research has identified different sources that influence how each variable is expressed and 
acquired, including efficacy beliefs, academics, and interpersonal conflict, among others.  
Across all four variables, a major source of influence lies in the student’s family. This is 
because students still rely on their families long after entering college (Bradbury & Mather, 
2009). Research has examined how different aspects of the family influence college students. In 
one study, family conflict predicted more psychological distress and weakened parental 
attachment (Hannum & Dvorak, 2004). Other studies have linked strong family attachment to 
higher social adjustment and psychological well-being, less distress, and positive relationship 
outcomes (Hannum & Dvorak, 2004; Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; Lopez et al, 2001; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2006). However, there is one area of the family that has been scarcely studied in 
terms of campus experience influence: family communication patterns (FCPs).  
Family Communication Patterns 
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Ritchie and Fitzpatrick (1990) identified four main family communication patterns: 
Consensual, Pluralistic, Laissez-Faire, and Protective. These patterns describe the 
communication atmospheres present in families, including value systems on idea expression, 
familial hierarchy, and child autonomy. Each family pattern is distinguished by levels of 
conversation and conformity orientation, among other differences. Conversation orientation 
encourages idea expression and conversation between parent and child. It is also predictive of 
collaborating, accommodating, and compromising parent conflict styles (Beck & Ledbetter, 
2013). Finally, conversation orientation helps strengthen family identity, and leads to positive 
adjustment (i.e higher self-efficacy and lower feelings of loneliness) in children (Beck & 
Ledbetter, 2013; Dorrance-Hall et al, 2017). Unlike conversation, conformity (socio) orientation 
stresses parental authority and power over the child (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990). The 
conformity orientation values morals, religion and family cohesion (Buboltz Jr., Johnson & 
Woller, 2003). 
Families high in both conversation and conformity orientations are classified as 
Consensual (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990). These families experience a struggle between 
preserving hierarchy and order, while also embracing open communication and new ideas 
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Children in these families are therefore able to develop autonomy 
with a secure base to assist in emotional reactance and identity formation (Buboltz Jr., Johnson 
& Woller, 2003).  
The opposite from Consensual, Laissez-Faire families are low in both conversation and 
conformity orientation (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990). In these families, there is little emotional 
expression (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Parents encourage children to make decisions, but 
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care little about what those decisions are (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002). In terms of conflict, 
Laissez-Faire families experience less negative conflict behaviors, however, they also rely more 
on the avoiding conflict style (Beck & Ledbetter, 2013; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997).  
The remaining family communication patterns lie in the middle of the orientation 
spectrum. Pluralistic families are high in conversation but low in conformity orientation, while 
protective families are high in conformity but low in conversation orientation (Ritchie & 
Fitzpatrick, 1990). As the description suggests, pluralistic families are highly communicative in 
nature. Unlike Laissez-Faire parents, those from Pluralistic families encourage and care about the 
decisions their children make (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002). In one study, highly communicative 
parents aided in a college student’s decision to use contraceptives (Baugh & Davis, 2016). This 
suggests that students from Pluralistic families enter with higher competence in different tasks 
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). The final family style is Protective, which emphasizes obedience 
and respect to established hierarchies (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). There is low emotional 
expression, and also less conflict. Yet despite less conflict, research shows that low emotional 
expression in families can harm a student’s adjustment to college (Johnson, Gans, Kerr, & 
LaValle, 2010). This is possibly because experiencing healthy conflict in families helps children 
develop communication and conflict resolution skills. Without these experiences, children have 
limited knowledge of how to cope when such situations arise.  
As an environment, the modern college campus is a setting of diversity like none other. 
Students of varying demographics, ideologies, cultures and upbringings mesh in one location, 
calling universities to create an inclusive experience. But what determines why students have 
different experiences?  
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Hypotheses 
 
The present study aimed to identify the influence of family communication styles on 
campus experience in college-aged children. Previous research has shown that a student’s 
upbringing can influence their adult life in many ways (Brown, Fitzgerald, Shipman & 
Schneider, 2007; Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline & Russell, 1994; Erb & Short, 2012; 
Johnson, Gans, Kerr, & LaValle, 2010; Koerner and Fitzpatrick, 1997). It then follows that a 
college student’s family style of origin can and will have a unique influence on their campus 
experience. As previously explained, each of the family communication patterns exhibits 
differing levels of conversation and conformity orientation. It is rare that a family will fall into 
one type of family communication pattern (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Instead, most families 
will display behaviors of more than one type. Therefore, the study instead examined the 
influences of varying levels of family conversation and conformity orientation on campus 
experience.  
As a concept, campus participation is crucial to a student’s college experience. The 
choice to be involved can help students gain career experience, meet others, escape the stressors 
of academic life, and other benefits. As previously explained, two concepts linked to 
involvement are the presence of academic and social self-efficacy beliefs (Gore, Leuwerke, & 
Turley, 2006; Wang & Kennedy-Phillips, 2013).  These beliefs are fostered in cohesive family 
environments that encourage independence and expression, but still support the family member 
as this exploration occurs (Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline & Russell, 1994; Shekera 
Stubbs, 2015). Due to little recent research on family and campus involvement, and the ever-
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changing college population, studying this variable is especially important. The following 
hypothesis was proposed: 
H1: (a): Conformity orientation will be negatively associated with campus participation. 
       (b): Conversation orientation will be positively associated with campus participation.  
As a construct, college-self efficacy has the power individually to influence a student’s 
campus experience. This is because efficacy beliefs produce certain behaviors in students when 
they are placed in situations of academia, roommate/dorm-living, and general social situations. 
Yet before it can impact a student, college self-efficacy beliefs are first heavily developed by 
one’s family of origin.  
In one study, coming from a family with less emotional expression led to more difficulty 
in adjusting to college (Johnson, Gans, Kerr, & LaValle, 2010). This trait is characteristic in 
Laissez-Faire and Protective families, both of which have low conversation orientation. In terms 
of roommate and social self-efficacy, students who have open communication with their parents 
are more likely to have it with others outside the family unit, thus leading to better roommate 
relationships and confidence in pursuing campus activities (Brown, Fitzgerald, Shipman & 
Schneider, 2007). When conflicts do arise, those with little experience in conflict are unable to 
constructively handle it (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 1997).  
In terms of academic self-efficacy, students who have effective emotional coping 
experience little difficulty in adjusting to the stressors of academic life (Johnson, Gans, Kerr, & 
LaValle, 2010). As stated earlier, emotional expression is characteristic of conversation 
orientation. Therefore, students who learn how to handle their emotions in the family unit will 
fare better in similar situations outside of the family. In another study, students performed better 
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in school when their parents believed in them and shared their concerns (Cutrona, Cole, 
Colangelo, Assouline & Russell, 1994). Family cohesiveness, which describes how involved 
families are in each other’s lives, has also been linked to higher academic self-efficacy (Shekera 
Stubbs, 2015). This is another characteristic of conversation-oriented families. Taking this 
information, the following hypothesis was proposed: 
H2: (a): Conformity orientation will be negatively associated with college self-efficacy    
development. 
       (b): Conversation orientation will be positively associated with college self-efficacy 
development.  
The next dependent variable to examine is stress. In one study, dysfunction in a student’s 
family was significantly associated with more stress (Erb, 2014). While families high in 
conformity orientation do experience less conflict, their negative perceptions of it may leave 
them unable to effectively communicate in conflict situations that do arise; causing higher 
overall dysfunction in the family unit than those who routinely resolve conflicts (Koerner & 
Fitzpatrick, 1997). In another study, higher family cohesion increased psychological reactance in 
students (which leads to higher stress and less self-control) (Buboltz Jr., Johnson & Woller, 
2003). On the other hand, having a supportive family unit to talk with in moments of stress can 
help students cope (Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline & Russell, 1994). Additionally, 
emotional support from attachment figures (which is characteristic in conversation-oriented 
families) aids in social competence and stress decrease (Kenny & Donaldson, 1991). Taking 
these findings into consideration, the following hypothesis was proposed:  
H3 (a): Conformity orientation will be positively associated with experiencing stress. 
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      (b): Conversation orientation will be negatively associated with experiencing stress.  
 Aside from stress, depression is another aspect of the campus experience that is impacted 
by family of origin. In one study, 41 percent of depressed students indicated that their families 
were the primary coping mechanism when problems arose (Vredenburg, O’Brien & Krames, 
1988). However, family can be both a relief and source of depression. Dysfunction in a student’s 
family has been linked to depression (Erb, 2014). As explained earlier, dysfunction is 
characteristic of families that regard conflict as bad (i.e. conformity orientation). As dysfunction 
and negative conflict increase, so does depressive levels and symptoms in children (Schmidtgall, 
King, Zarski, & Cooper, 2000). Families high in conformity orientation can also put more 
pressure on children to act according to their will, rather than letting the child be independent. 
Vredenburg et al discovered that more depressed students felt family pressure to succeed than 
non-depressed students (1988). In addition to family dysfunction, this finding shows that 
pressure to conform also causes depression in students. While pressure can cause depression in 
students, emotional support (which is found in conversation-oriented families) can act as a buffer 
against it (Levens, Elrahal & Sagui, 2016). Therefore, the following hypothesis was proposed: 
H4 (a): Conformity orientation will be positively associated with depression. 
      (b): Conversation orientation will be negatively associated with depression.  
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CHAPTER 2: METHODS 
Participants and Procedures 
 
Study participants were recruited from introductory communication classes taught at the 
University of Central Florida’s Nicholson School of Communication during the Spring 2018/Fall 
2018 terms. The data was collected via a survey created by Qualtrics and administered to 
students online via a link sent to instructors by email. Participation in the study was voluntary, 
however students who completed it may have been eligible to receive extra credit in their 
course(s) in exchange for their time.  
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A total of 253 student responses were analyzed for the study. The sample consisted of 
73.7% women, the average age was 21 (SD=1.784), median year in school was three (junior 
standing), and the ethnic makeup of the sample was 14.9% African American, 2.4% Asian, 
59.6% Caucasian, 19.2% Hispanic and 3.5% other. 
Measures 
 
Conversation and Conformity Orientation. To determine levels of conversation and 
conformity orientation, students responded to items in the Revised Family Communication 
Pattern (RFCP) instrument (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990); a modification of the 1972 Family 
Communication Pattern instrument (FCP) by McLeod and Chaffee. This instrument is widely 
used in communication research to measure family communication patterns/norms and predict 
behaviors in family offspring. At its conception, the reliabilities of the RFCP were “substantially 
better than are the reliabilities of the original FCP” and better-suited for measuring family 
communication (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990). This first study utilized a pool of families with 
children in grades 7-11 and reported reliable results across the entire age range. In another study 
by Yuan Huang which utilized the RFCP toward Chinese college students, it was discovered 
“that protective and laissez-faire families have a higher level of communication apprehension 
(CA) than those from pluralistic families” (2010). This indicates the reliability of the RFCP 
when used toward studying college students.  
The instrument contains 15 items to assess conversation orientation, and 11 items for 
conformity orientation. It was scored using a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to rate dimensions of family communication patterns. Sample 
statements included “My parents tend to be very open about their emotions,” and “When I am at 
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home, I am expected to obey my parents’ rules.” Each measure was summed to create an overall 
score. See Table 1 for all descriptive statistics and reliability analyses for variables in the study. 
 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Analyses for all Variables 
 
Family 
Conversation 
Orientation  
Family 
Conformity 
Orientation 
CSEI 
Scale Stress Depression 
Number 
of events 
attended 
each 
semester. 
Days 
per 
week 
spent 
on 
campus. 
 
Amount 
of time 
spent on 
campus 
on a 
typical 
day. 
Number of 
student 
organizations 
student is an 
active 
member of. 
 
Mean 
 
3.42 2.87 7.23 3.03 2.04 3.06 4.26 2.16 1.66 
 
Standard 
Deviation 
 
.918 .771 1.50 .551 .630 1.93 1.52 .955 .890 
 
Demographics/Campus Participation. The first section asked students a set of 15 
questions on general demographics, as well as information on campus participation. This was 
adopted from a study by Kleiman and McConnell (2017, p. 41-43), in which the questions were 
used to compare campus presence feelings and campus involvement. This study found that 
students who were involved in at least one organization, spent more time on campus and 
attended more campus events had significantly higher campus presence (Kleiman & McConnell, 
2017, p. 13).  To determine campus participation, students were asked these same questions: how 
many events they attended each semester, clubs they were involved in, the number of days spent 
on camper per week, and time spent on campus.  
College Self-Efficacy. The third measure used was the College Self-Efficacy Inventory 
(CSEI) (Gore et al, 2005), which determined student self-efficacy beliefs as they applied to the 
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campus environment. This particular study applied the CSEI to measure three factors: 
academic/course, roommate and social self-efficacy; in which they reported internal consistency 
coefficients for the three subscale scores (Course α = .88, Roommate α = .83, Social α = .86), 
thus providing additional support for the original CSEI created by Solberg at al. (1993). This 
measurement was also used to examine campus presence, in which increased presence was a key 
predictor in developing college self-efficacy beliefs (Kleiman & McConnell, 2017, p. 15).   
The CSEI contains 20 items that are measured on a 10-point Likert scale from 1 (Not at 
all Confident) to 10 (Extremely Confident). Students will report their confidence in doing 
various activities, including to: “Make new friends at UCF,” “Ask a question in class,” and “Get 
along with others you live with.” The scale was created by summing the scores on each item with 
a maximum self-efficacy score of 200 and a minimum of 20.   
Stress. To measure stress, students responded to questions contained in the Perceived 
Stress Scale (PSS) (Cohen, Karmarck, & Mermelstein, 1983). The PSS is a 14-item 
questionnaire that asks respondents about the frequency of certain feelings/thoughts during the 
last month. The questions were measured from 0 (Never) to 4 (Very Often). While originally 
created for a community with at least junior high education, the PSS items are general enough to 
fit most any population, including college students. Higher ratings for each question indicated 
more stressful feelings in respondents. A review of the PSS found that it has mostly been used 
with college students or workers, showing that this is a fitting measure for the current study 
audience (Lee, 2012).  
Depression. The fifth and final instrument used in this study is the Center for 
Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CESD) (Radloff, 1977). As a long-standing measure 
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among researchers, this scale was utilized to determine depression levels and feelings in 
students. It measures “symptoms defined by the American Psychiatric Association' Diagnostic 
and Statistical Manual (DSM-V) for a major depressive episode” (CESD-R, n.d.). Another study 
provided support for the measure when using it to assess depression in Hispanic college students 
(Arbona, Burridge & Olvera, 2017). The CESD consists of 20 items that describe ways a student 
may have felt or behaved, including “I felt hopeful about the future,” and “I had trouble keeping 
my mind on what I was doing.” For each statement, students rated how often they felt that way 
during the past week, ranging from “Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day)” to “Most or all 
of the time (5-7 days).” As with the PSS scale, higher frequency in the negatively-based 
questions indicated higher depression levels in participants. 
Data Analysis 
 
After gathering all needed participants, the Qualtrics survey was closed and exported into 
an Excel file. First, around 216 participants were removed from the data after incorrectly 
answering questions gauged to test survey involvement, missing answers, or being outside the 
target demographics for age/year in school.  
The remaining 253 participant responses were imported into SPSS for multiple analyses. 
First, all five survey instruments were tested to ensure that data was usable. Each instrument had 
a Cronbach’s Alpha above .7, allowing them to be used. Correlation analyses were performed 
between conversation/conformity orientation and each of the four variables (college self-
efficacy, stress, depression and campus participation).  
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 
 
H1: Campus Participation 
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 Hypothesis 1a predicted that conformity orientation would be negatively correlated with 
campus participation. Analysis revealed no significant negative correlation for number of events 
attended and conformity orientation, measuring at r (253) =.10, p =.052. There was also no 
significant negative prediction for conformity orientation and days spent on campus. In fact, the 
numbers were alike for conversation and conformity orientation at r (253) =.09, p =.073. Time 
spent on campus was negatively correlated with conformity, though it wasn’t significant at r 
(253) =-.02, p =.358. Number of student organizations involved in was positively correlated, 
though insignificant at r (253) =.07, p =.140.  
 Inversely, Hypothesis 1b predicted that conversation orientation was positively related to 
campus participation. The actual correlation between conversation orientation and number of 
events attended each semester was significant at r (253) =.20, p =.001, partly agreeing with the 
predicted relationship. No significant correlations existed for conversation orientation and days 
spent on campus, time spent on campus, or number of student organizations involved in, though 
all were positive in nature.  
 
Table 2. 1-Tailed Test Correlation Values for All Variables 
Variable Family Conversation r-value Family Conformity r-value 
Number of events attended each 
semester. 
 
.20** 
 
.10 
Days per week spent on campus. 
 
.09 
 
.09 
Amount of time spent on campus 
on a typical day. 
 
.03 
 
-.02 
Number of student organizations 
student is an active member of. 
 
.06 
 
.07 
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College Self Efficacy Scale 
 
.34** 
 
-.10 
Stress 
 
-.23** 
 
.10 
Depression 
 
-.21** 
 
.09 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 
H2: College Self-Efficacy 
 Hypothesis 2a theorized that conformity orientation would be negatively associated with 
college self-efficacy feelings. After computation, the correlation between these variables turned 
out to be r (253) =-.10, p =.054, showing no significance. 
 For conversation orientation, Hypothesis 2b predicted that conversation orientation was 
positively related to college self-efficacy. The analysis supported this, showing a correlation of r 
(253) =.34, p =.000. 
H3: Stress 
 For stress, it was predicted in Hypothesis 3a that conformity orientation was positively 
correlated with experiencing stress. Data for this measure was r (253) =.10, p =.057, indicating 
no significant correlation.  
 Hypothesis 3b theorized an opposite relationship for conversation orientation, meaning 
less stress experiences. The correlation was as predicted, measuring at r (253) = -.23, p = .000. 
 
 
H4: Depression 
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 Like the predictions of stress, Hypothesis 4a theorized that conformity orientation was 
positively related to experiencing depression. Data did not significantly support this hypothesis 
at r (253) =.09, p =.082.  
 Finally, Hypothesis 4b predicted that conversation orientation would be negatively 
correlated with depressive feelings. The correlation measured as predicted at r (253) = -.21, p 
=.001.  
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 
The Influence of Family Communication Styles on College-Aged Children 
 
The goal of this study was to determine how family communication styles influence 
children once they are immersed in the college environment, and specifically conversation and 
conformity orientation levels in the pattern. It was hypothesized that conversation orientation 
would be positively associated with campus participation and college self-efficacy, and 
negatively associated with stress and depression. Conversely, conformity orientation was 
hypothesized to be negatively associated with campus participation and college self-efficacy, and 
positively associated with stress and depression. Prior research indicated that conversation 
orientation provided more positive benefits for college students than conformity orientation, 
including the ability to socialize, overcome issues/worries, perform well in classes, and other 
benefits.  
After analysis, it was revealed that a majority of the results agreed with the four 
hypotheses. For campus participation, which was measured by asking students four questions 
centered around aspects of campus participation, it was shown that only conversation orientation 
was significantly correlated, and specifically with the number of UCF events attended each 
semester. However, one oddity in the results was that conversation and conformity orientation 
were equally correlated for the number of days per week spent on campus under campus 
participation. One explanation for this is that conformity orientation develops structure in a child, 
which encourages them to always attend class and seek campus resources more than someone 
raised in a conversation-oriented family that values flexibility and freedom in decision-making.  
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For college self-efficacy, a significant positive correlation existed with conversation 
orientation. This was actually the strongest correlation to exist for conversation orientation and 
the four variables (campus participation, college self-efficacy, stress and depression), measuring 
at r (253) =.34. There was no significant relationship between conformity orientation and college 
self-efficacy, however it was negatively correlated as predicted. These results indicate that 
conversation orientation benefits students in navigating the college environment, including 
socialization, seeking academic help, joining clubs/sports, etc., and that conformity orientation, 
while it negatively influences college self-efficacy, doesn’t leave as much of a negative influence 
when compared to the positive influence of conversation orientation.  
Similar results were seen in the data for stress and depression in college students. As 
predicted, conversation orientation was negatively correlated with college students experiencing 
stress and depression. These were both significant relationships. However, conformity 
orientation showed no significant positive correlations. The data reveals that conversation 
orientation makes a greater influence on relieving stress and depression than conformity does on 
creating these feelings.  
As at it relates to the family unit, this study re-emphasizes the importance of healthy 
levels of conversation orientation as a child grows up. This orientation equips a child to function 
independently in the college environment, take advantage of resources both in and out of the 
classroom, balance social and academic pressures, and also relieve negative feelings (like stress 
and depression) in a healthy, effective way. Both the data and existing literature presented in the 
study support this. However, what this study contributes to existing literature is that conversation 
orientation matters more than conformity orientation, as evidenced by very few of the 
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correlations for conformity being significant predictions at the p < .01 level in comparison with 
conversation orientation. In families who exhibit both orientations, the data suggests a ‘net 
effect’ of conversation orientation on conformity orientation. This means that the presence of 
conversation orientation balances the negative aspects of conformity orientation, while 
conformity orientation balances conversation by instilling structure in a child.  
Limitations 
In this study, there are a few important limitations that need to be recognized. The first of 
which is the sample itself, which only examined 253 beginning college students for the survey 
instruments. The results may be different for students who are later in their college career, 
however the focus was on beginning college students for the likelihood that their parents have a 
larger impact than a student who is more independent after 3-4 years in college. The results are 
also representative of UCF students only, and not of other private/public universities. The sample 
was also mostly females, which as the literature review discussed may influence results since 
females are more emotionally expressive than males (Chentsova-Dutton & Tsai, 2007; Deng et 
al, 2016; Kring & Gordon, 1998). The second limitation is related to the structure of the campus 
participation variable measurement, as it utilized four questions on different aspects of campus 
participation rather than a highly-tested scale. The novelty of this measurement means that it 
may not have exhaustively examined campus participation as the scales in the other variables did 
and may have contributed to finding no significant correlations for either orientation, aside from 
conversation and number of campus events attended. The third limitation is that the current study 
only examined four variables in the functioning of college-aged students. Other variables exist 
that may be valuable to examine, such as gender differences, substance abuse, and campus 
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employment. The final limitation exists in finding no significant relationship between conformity 
orientation and any of the variables, although significant correlations did exist for conversation 
orientation and college self-efficacy, stress and depression.  
Future Research 
Bridging off this study and ones related to it, future researchers should attempt to repeat it 
using a different method for measuring campus participation. This may influence what 
significant correlations result for each orientation. Additionally, researchers should repeat the 
study using different variables to see different ways that conversation and conformity impact 
students. It would also be beneficial to see if results vary between students who attend public and 
private institutions, or even state community colleges, in addition to varying sample sizes and 
where those samples are drawn from (i.e. utilizing STEM vs Social Sciences courses). 
One additional student body that would be interesting to examine is the growing 
population of students who attend college online. Due to the nature of being an online student, it 
is postulated that they would have lower campus participation and develop college self-efficacy 
beliefs differently. Studying this population may also reveal a higher level of conformity 
orientation, as students often choose the online path to save commuting and living expenses and 
live at home as well. However, there could also be a chance for equally-as-high conversation 
orientation, as students who choose online may be fully-grown adults who work full time/have 
families and seek online education as a flexible means to advance their careers.   
Conclusion 
The present study sought to analyze how conversation and conformity orientation levels 
in the family unit influence a student once they enter college. This was based on literature that 
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introduced two types of communication orientations in a family: conversation and conformity. 
Conversation orientation encourages open, evolving communication, challenging values, 
independence, and personal growth, while the latter consists of communication behaviors that 
reinforce structure, homogeneity, and adherence to norms in a family unit. Knowing these 
definitions and the various studied implications of them, it was theorized that conversation 
orientation would provide positive influences on a child once they enter college, while 
conformity would provide negative influences.  
Previous literature also identified four types of family types, which each differ in their 
levels of conversation and conformity orientation. Consensual families are high in both 
conversation and conformity orientations are classified as Consensual (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 
1990). On the flipside, Laissez-Faire families are low in conversation and conformity orientation. 
In the middle of the orientation spectrum are Pluralistic families (high in conversation but low in 
conformity orientation) and Protective families (high in conformity but low in conversation 
orientation). However, this study chose to instead examine participants on a scale range rather 
than classify each one into a family style. This decision was based on previous research which 
recognized that families are rarely one of the aforementioned types, but instead a mix of each 
one. The types are mentioned here as a reference for explaining communication behaviors and 
their impacts on children.  
 A majority of the results for conversation orientation agreed with the study hypotheses, 
indicating that this orientation encourages students to attend more campus events, experience 
greater college self-efficacy (in both the academic and social realm), and feel less stress and 
depression/ability to relieve these feelings. While the correlations for conformity orientation 
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generally agreed with the study hypotheses, very few of these relationships were significant in 
nature.  
Overall, the study results indicate that the presence of positive, conversation-based 
communication in a family leaves strong impacts on a child once they enter college. If both 
orientations are present in a family (which they usually are in varying degrees), it is the 
conversation aspect in communication that seems to matter more. This higher importance of 
conversation orientation is supported in a 2008 study by Punyanunt-Carter, which revealed that 
conversation but not conformity orientation was associated with communication satisfaction 
between college-aged daughters and their fathers. Building onto this, conformity orientation then 
serves as a balancing act; allowing open communication to occur but still retaining structure as a 
child develops. The same is said for conversation orientation, which acts as a buffer against the 
negative impacts of conformity orientation and keeps these expressions at bay. It is suggested 
that families incorporate both orientations into their communication structure but recognize the 
importance of increased conversation orientation as a child grows. 
In conclusion, this study sought to examine the influence of conversation and conformity 
orientation communication styles on college-aged children. The largest takeaway is that 
conversation orientation makes a greater, positive influence in the collegiate setting than the 
negative influence of conformity orientation. Using these results, it is hoped that families work 
toward including more conversation orientation in their communication structure, as any 
behaviors—good or bad—a child learns from their family will be carried into their college 
career.  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Analyses for all Variables 
 
Family 
Conversation 
Orientation  
Family 
Conformity 
Orientation 
CSEI 
Scale Stress Depression 
Number 
of events 
attended 
each 
semester. 
Days 
per 
week 
spent 
on 
campus. 
 
Amount 
of time 
spent on 
campus 
on a 
typical 
day. 
Number of 
student 
organizations 
student is an 
active 
member of. 
 
Mean 
 
3.42 2.87 7.23 3.03 2.04 3.06 4.26 2.16 1.66 
 
Standard 
Deviation 
 
.918 .771 1.50 .551 .630 1.93 1.52 .955 .890 
 
 
 
Table 2. 1-Tailed Test Correlation Values for All Variables 
Variable Family Conversation r-value Family Conformity r-value 
Number of events attended each 
semester. 
 
.20** 
 
.10 
Days per week spent on campus. 
 
.09 
 
.09 
Amount of time spent on campus 
on a typical day. 
 
.03 
 
-.02 
Number of student organizations 
student is an active member of. 
 
.06 
 
.07 
College Self Efficacy Scale 
 
.34** 
 
-.10 
Stress 
 
-.23** 
.10 
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Depression 
 
-.21** 
 
.09 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B: REVISED FAMILY COMMUNICATION PATTERN 
INSTRUMENT  
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Instructions: Read each statement and rate how strongly you agree/disagree, ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
(Strongly Disagree) 1  2  3  4  5  (Strongly Agree) 
 
1. In our family we often talk about topics like politics and religion where some persons 
disagree with others. 
2. My parents often say something like "Every member of the family should have some say 
in family decisions."  
3. My parents often ask me my opinion when the family is talking about something.  
4. My parents encourage me to challenge their ideas and beliefs. 
5. My parents often say something like “You should always look at both sides of an issue.”  
6. I usually tell my parents what I am thinking about things.  
7. I can tell my parents almost anything.  
8. In our family we often talk about our feelings and emotions. 
9. My parents and I often have long, relaxed conversations about nothing in particular.  
10. I really enjoy talking with my parents, even when they disagree. 
11. My parents like to hear my opinions, even when they don’t agree with me.  
12. My parents encourage me to express my feelings.  
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13. My parents tend to be very open about their emotions.  
14. We often talk as a family about things we have done during the day.  
15. In our family we often talk about our plans and hopes for the future. 
16. My parents often say something like “You’ll know better when you grow up.”  
17. My parents often say something like “My ideas are right, and you should not question 
them.”  
18. My parents often say something like "A child should not argue with adults."  
19. I make my own clothes and shoes. 
20. My parents often say something like “There are some things that just shouldn't be talked 
about."  
21. My parents often say something like “You should give in on arguments rather than risk 
making people mad.”  
22. When anything really important is involved, my parents expect me to obey without 
question.  
23. In our home, my parents usually have the last word.  
24. My parents feel that it is important to be the boss.  
25. My parents sometimes become irritated with my views if they are different from theirs.  
26. If my parents don't approve of it, they don't want to know about it.  
27. When I am at home, I am expected to obey my parents' rules. 
 
 
Scoring: Items 1-15 assessed levels of conversation orientation, while items 16-18 and 20-27 
assessed conformity orientation. Item 19 was a filler question to test survey engagement and was 
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omitted in the results. The ratings for each question were totaled to determine levels of 
conversation and conformity orientation. The max scores for conversation and conformity 
orientation were 75 and 55, respectively.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHICS/CAMPUS PARTICIPATION SCALE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions: Please answer the following anonymous demographical questions. 
 
  
1. What do you identify as your gender? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Other: _______ 
 
2. Type your age in years (please use a numeral, example 22)  ________ 
 
3. What year are you in? 
 
a. Freshman 
b. Sophomore 
c. Junior  
d. Senior 
e. Graduate Student 
 
4. What is your major? _______ 
 
5. What ethnic group do you most identify with? 
a. American Indian or Alaskan Native 
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b. Asian or Pacific Islander 
c. Black/African American 
d. Hispanic/Latino 
e. White/Caucasian 
f. Other ______________ 
 
6. Are you a traditional or transfer student? 
a. Traditional 
b. Transfer 
 
7. What is your household income range? 
a. Less than $24,999 
b. $25,000 to $49,999 
c. $50,000 to $99,999 
d. Over $100,000 
 
8. Are you considered a part-time or full-time student? 
a. Part-time 
b. Full-time 
 
9. What is your overall GPA? (If you don’t know your exact GPA it is ok to estimate) 
____________ 
 
10. Have you lived on campus? 
a. Yes (If yes, how many years? 1, 2, 3, etc.)  ______ 
b. No 
 
11. How many UCF events or activities do you attend each semester (for example, spirit 
splash, sporting events, non-class related lectures, drama or music productions, etc.)? 
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a. 0 
b. 1-2 
c. 2-3 
d. 4-5 
e. 5-6 
f. 8-9 
g. 10 or more 
12. How many days per week are you on campus? 
a. 0 
b. 1 
c. 2 
d. 3 
e. 4 
f. 5+ 
13. On average, how much time do you spend on a typical day? 
a. 0 to 2 hours 
b. 3 to 5 hours 
c. 6 to 9 hours 
d. Over 10 hours 
 
14. How many student organizations are you an active member of? 
a. None 
b. 1  
c. 2 
d. 3  
e. 4 
f. 5 
g. More than 5 
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15. Are you employed? 
a. If yes, how many hours a week do you work? (15, 20, 30, etc.) ___________ 
b. No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX D: COLLEGE SELF-EFFICACY INVENTORY 
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Instructions: Using the scale below, please indicate how confident you are (with extremely 
confident as a “10”, not-at-all confident as a “1”) as a student at UCF that you could successfully 
complete the following tasks.  
(Not at all confident) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10 (Extremely confident) 
 
1. Make new friends at college.   
 
2. Divide chores with others you live with.  
 
3. Talk to university staff.  
 
4. Manage time effectively.  
 
5. Ask a question in class.  
 
6. Participate in class discussions.  
 
7. Get a date when you want one.  
 
8. Research a term paper.  
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9. Do well on your exams.  
 
10. Join a student organization.  
 
11. Talk to your professors.  
 
12. Join an intramural sports team.  
 
13. Ask a professor a question.  
 
14. Take good class notes.  
 
15. Run a mile under 3 minutes. 
 
16. Get along with others you live with.  
 
17. Divide space in your residence.  
 
18. Understand your textbooks.  
 
19. Keep up to date with your schoolwork.  
 
20. Write course papers.  
 
21. Socialize with others you live with.  
 
 
Scoring: Each item on the scale is added together and totaled for a maximum participant score of 
200. Item 15 was a filler question to test survey engagement and was omitted in the survey 
analysis.  
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APPENDIX E: PERCIEVED STRESS-SCALE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions: The questions below ask you about your feelings and thoughts during THE LAST 
MONTH. In each case, indicate your response by selecting the option that represents HOW 
OFTEN you felt or thought a certain way. 
Never  |  Almost Never  |  Sometimes  |  Fairly Often  |  Very Often 
1. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened 
unexpectedly?  
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2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important 
things in your life?  
3. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and "stressed"?  
4. In the last month, how often have you dealt successfully with day to day problems and 
annoyances?  
5. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were effectively coping with 
important changes that were occurring in your life?  
6. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your 
personal problems?  
7. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way?  
8. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things 
that you had to do?  
9. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life?  
10. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things?  
11. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that happened that 
were outside of your control?  
12. In the last month, how often have you found yourself thinking about things that you have 
to accomplish?  
13. In the last month, how often have you been able to control the way you spend your time?  
14. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you 
could not overcome them? 
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Scoring: Each item ranges from a score of 0 to 5, with the higher scores for items 1, 2, 3, 8, 11, 
and 14 indicating more feelings of stress. Higher scores for items 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, and 13 
showed less feelings of stress, and were reverse-scored. The maximum scale score was 70, with 
higher scores indicating increased stress symptoms.  
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APPENDIX F: CENTER FOR EPIDEMIOLOGIC STUDIES DEPRESSION 
SCALE  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions: Please indicate on the scale below how often you have felt this way during the past 
week. 
Rarely or none         Some or a little       Occasionally or a            Most or all 
of the time                of the time (1-2       moderate amount of       of the time  
(less than 1 day).      days).                       time (3-4 days).               (5-7 days).  
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1. I was bothered by things that usually don't bother me.  
2. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor.  
3. I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with help from my family or friends.  
4. I felt I was just as good as other people.  
5. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing.  
6. I felt depressed.  
7. I felt that everything I did was an effort.  
8. I felt hopeful about the future.  
9. I thought my life had been a failure.  
10. I felt fearful.  
11. My sleep was restless.  
12. I was happy.  
13. I talked less than usual.  
14. I felt lonely.  
15. People were unfriendly.  
16. I enjoyed life.  
17. I had crying spells.  
18. I felt sad.  
19. I felt that people dislike me.  
20. I could not get "going." 
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Scoring: Scores ranged for each question from zero (for rarely or none of the time) to three (for 
most or all of the time). The scoring of positive items 4, 8, 12, and 16 was reversed. The 
maximum score for the scale was 60, with higher scores indicating more depressive feelings.  
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